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FOREWORD 


The  Fort  Hood  Field  Unit  of  the  Army  Research  Institute  for  the 
Behavioral  and  Social  Sciences  (ARI)  provides  support  to  Headquarters, 
TCATA  (TRADOC  Combined  Arms  Test  Activity).  One  aspect  of  this  support 
concerns  the  field  evaluation  of  new  training  systems. 

From  July  1975  to  August  1976,  the  Army  conducted  a  test  to 
determine  if  one  station  unit  training  (OSUT)  sufficiently  prepared 
soldiers  to  perform  initial  duties  upon  joining  a  unit.  The  design  and 
execution  of  the  test  was  criticized  by  the  General  Accounting  Office 
and  by  Congress.  Congress  accepted  the  fact  that  initial  entry  training 
(IET)  could  be  reduced  from  16  to  12  weeks;  however,  it  directed  that 
the  Army  conduct  a  test  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  same  12-week 
program  could  be  conducted  as  effectively  at  two  stations  as  at  one 
station.  ARI  assisted  TCATA  in  the  OSUT/TST  test  by  providing  technical 
advisory  services  and  through  assessing  the  effects  of  training  programs 
on  trainee/cadre  attitudes.  This  report  presents  the  results  of  that 
attitude  assessment. 


ft 
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fechnical  Director 


TRAINEE  &  INSTRUCTOR  ATTITUDES  TOWARD  ONE  STATION  AND  TWO  STATION  INITIAL 
ENTRY  TRAINING 

BRIEF 


Requirement : 

To  measure  and  evaluate  trainee  and  instructor  attitudes  towards  the  one- 
station  and  two-station  Initial  Entry  Training  (IET)  strategies. 

Procedure : 

Trainees  received  a  31-item  attitude  questionnaire  at  the  3rd,  6th,  and 
11th  weeks  of  training.  An  additional  7-item  questionnaire  was  administered 
during  the  eleventh  training  week.  Between-group  attitudinal  comparisons  were 
computed  at  each  point  via  chi  square  analyses.  Additionally,  trend  analyses 
were  computed  within  the  OSUT/TST  groups. 

Instructor  cadre  personnel  received  a  19-item  questionnaire  during  the 
6th  and  11th  weeks  of  training.  Between  and  within  group  comparisons  were 
computed  in  the  same  manner  as  for  the  trainees. 

Findings  : 

Two  station  trainees'  attitudes  became  progressively  more  positive  while 
OSUT  trainees'  attitudes  became  progressively  more  negative. 

Instructor  cadre  questionnaires  yielded  mixed  results.  However  OSUT 
cadre  felt  that  their  cycle  breaks  occurred  after  too  long  an  interval. 

Utilization  of  Findings: 

The  TRADOC  Combined  Arms  Test  Activity  (TCATA)  has  utilized  the  findings 
of  this  report  in  TCATA  Test  Report  FT  423  "Two  Station  Training."  This  re¬ 
port  should  also  prove  useful  to  the  Army  in  ongoing  reviews  of  initial  entry 
training  concepts. 
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TRAINEE  6.  INSTRUCTOR  ATTITUDES 
TOWARD  ONE  STATION  AND  TWO  STATION 
INITIAL  ENTRY  TRAINING 

INTRODUCTION 


Initial  entry  training  (IET)  is  the  process  by  which  a  civilian  is 
turned  into  a  soldier  and  taught  those  duties  and  skills  necessary  for  his 
first  duty  assignment.  Until  the  early  1970s  IET  consisted  of  two  distinct 
portions,  basic  training  and  advanced  training,  which  were  usually 
conducted  at  separate  installations.  In  an  effort  to  reduce  resource 
requirements,  the  Army  developed  and  implemented  a  One  Station  Training 
concept  (OST)  in  which  the  plan  of  instruction  was  integrated  at  one 
location  into  a  shorter  combined  version  of  basic  and  advanced  initial 
training.  OST  later  developed  into  one  station  unit  training  or  OSUT. 

In  1975  Congress  directed  the  Army  to  test  the  training  effectiveness 
and  efficiency  of  OSUT  versus  the  alternative  of  training  begun  at  one 
station  and  completed  at  another  (called  two  station  training  or  TST). 

Both  approaches  were  to  use  the  shortened  OSUT  plan  of  instruction.  The 
TRADOC  Combined  Arms  Test  Activity  (TCATA)  was  designated  as  test  activity 
for  the  training  effectiveness  portion  of  the  OSUT/TST  test.  TCATA  was 
assisted  in  the  test  by  the  Fort  Hood  Field  Unit  of  the  Army  Research 
Institute  for  the  Behavioral  and  Social  Sciences  (ARI).  ARI  primarily 
assisted  by  developing  the  attitude  questionnaires  for  the  trainees  and 
instructor  cadre,  and  through  analysis  and  interpretation  of  questionnaire 
data.1  This  report  covers  the  findings  of  the  OSUT/TST  attitudinal 

questionnaires. ^ 


METHOD 

Subjects.  Between  1300  and  1600  OSUT  and  TST  trainees  answered  the 
attitude  questionnaire  during  the  third,  sixth  and  eleventh  weeks  of 
training.  Due  to  trainee  attrition  the  number  of  participants  was 
different  at  each  questionnaire  application  point. 


thanks  are  expressed  to  the  members  of  the  TCATA  OSUT/TST  test  teams 
who  administered  the  questionnaires  and  to  Major  Joe  Smith  and  Captain  Chet 
Houser  of  the  Training  Directorate  and  Margie  Day  of  the  Instrumentation 
and  Automated  Data  Processing  Directorate  (TCATA)  for  their  assistance  in 
the  data  analysis. 

^For  a  fuller  discussion  of  the  OSUT/TST  test  see  TCATA  Test  Report 
FT  423. 
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Procedures.  OSUT  trainees  received  12  weeks  of  instruction  at  Fort 
Benning,  Georgia.  TST  trainees  received  an  Initial  7  weeks  of  instruction 
at  Fort  Knox,  Kentucky  (Louisville)  and  were  then  moved  to  Fort  Benning  for 
their  final  five  weeks  of  training.  TST  trainees  therefore  had  exposure  to 
two  facilities  and  two  sets  of  instructor  cadre,*  whereas  instructor  cadre 
and  facilities  remained  the  same  for  OSUT  trainees. 

Questionnaires.  Three  attitude  questionnaires  were  used  (see  Appendix  A 
for  complete  questionnaires). 

1.  A  31  item  trainee  attitude  questionnaire  was  administered  to  all 
TST/OSUT  trainees  during  the  3rd,  6th,  and  11th  weeks  of  training.  After 
preliminary  analysis,  questions  1,  18,  and  20  were  discarded  from  the 
evaluation  which  follows  due  to  a  lack  of  interpretability .  (In  all  three 
cases  it  was  impossible  to  ascertain  the  direction  of  favorable  response.) 
Therefore  results  reported  below  are  based  on  the  28  items  retained. 

2.  An  additional  trainee  attitude  questionnaire  consisting  of  7  items 
was  administered  to  all  trainees  in  the  11th  week  of  training. 

3.  Instructor  cadre  personnel  received  a  19  item  questionnaire  (3 
background  and  16  attitudinal  items)  during  the  7th  and  12th  weeks  of 
training . 

Analyses.  OSUT  and  TST  attitudinal  measures  were  compared  for  differences 
between  groups  via  chi-square  analyses  of  each  question  from  the  above 
three  questionnaires.  In  addition  a  trend  analysis  was  computed  over  the 
three,  six  and  eleven  week  administration  points  for  each  question  of  the 
thirty-one  item  trainee  questionnaire  and  the  cadre  questionnaire. 

RESULTS 

Frequency  of  response  and  detailed  results  of  the  statistical  analyses 
are  shown  in  Appendix  B. 

Table  1  shows  the  number  of  statistically  significant  questions  from 
the  trainee  attitude  questionnaire  rated  as  being  more  positive  by  the  TST 
or  OSUT  trainees. 


Table  1.  Number  of  Questions  Answered  More  Positively 
Toward  TST  or  OSUT 


Training^  week 

TST 

OSUT 

Third 

2 

4 

Sixth 

7 

2 

Eleventh 

18 

0 

♦Instructor  cadre  refers  mainly  to  drill  sergeants  and  other  personnel  who 
dealt  with  the  trainees  on  a  daily  basis. 
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Table  2  shows  the  direction  of  change  for  significant  trends  in 
trainee  attitude  responses. 


Table  2.  Number  of  Questions  Showing  Significant  Trends 
In  Attitude  Responses 


Type  change 

TST 

OSUT 

Rosi t ive 

1  6 

4 

Negat i ve 

4 

12. 

In  addition  to  the  above. 

trainee  responses 

to  the  following  items 

were  found  to  he  significantly  different  on  the  7  item  survey  administered 
in  the  11th  week  of  training. 

].  Of  the  TST  trainees,  91.37.  reported  that  the  training  received  was 
useful  or  very  useful  compared  to  88.37  of  OSUT  trainees  (p<0.'J03) 

2.  Of  the  TST  trainees,  7b. 37  indicated  that,  on  t tie  average,  fellow 
trainees  in  their  companies  were  good  or  verv  good  soldiers  compared  to 
69.37  of  the  OSUT  trainees  (p<0.000). 

3.  Of  the  TST  trainees,  42.3%  indicated  that  keeping  the  same 
instructor  cadre  for  the  entire  period  as  being  more,  or  much  more, 
desirable  compared  to  73.57  of  the  OSUT  trainees  (p<0.000). 

Instructor  cadre  were  also  queried.  Of  lb  attitudinal  questions  the 
following  6  measures  were  statistically  significant  at  the  pc. 05  level. 

1.  At  the  end  of  the  seventh  week  of  training,  73.37  of  the  OSUT 
cadre  reported  reinforcement  training  (RT)  lasting  1  hour  or  more  as 
compared  to  46.27  of  the  TST  cadre  (p<0.003).  At  the  twelfth  week,  63.7 
of  the  OSUT  cadre  reported  more  KT  as  compared  to  2S.57  of  t  lie  1ST  cadre 
(p«).OUO)  . 

2.  At  the  end  of  the  seventh  week  of  training,  32.47  of  the  OSUT 
cadre  reported  more  trainee  counseling  that  lasted  1  hour  or  more  as 
compared  to  36.47  of  the  TST  cadre  (p<0.02).  At  the  twelfth  week,  33.7  ot 
the  OSUT  cadre  reported  more  trainee  counseling  as  compared  to  37.  i  ot  the 
TST  cadre  (p<0.04). 

3.  At  the  end  of  the  seventh  week  of  training,  87.27  of  the  IS !'  cadre 
reported  satisfactory  or  very  satisfactory  relationships  with  their 
trainees  as  compared  to  96.87  of  the  OSUT  cadre  (p<0.U3). 
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4.  At  the  end  of  the  twelfth  week  of  training,  53.1%  of  the  TST  cadre 
indicated  that  obeying  regulations  and  standard  operating  procedures  was 
always  or  usually  more  important  than  getting  the  job  done  as  compared  to 
b9.8 %  of  OSUT  cadre  (p<0.004). 

5.  At  the  end  of  the  twelfth  week  of  training,  71.0%  of  TST  cadre 
indicated  that  they  were  always  or  usually  encouraged  to  think  for 
themselves  as  compared  to  59.5%  of  OSUT  cadre  (p<0.03). 

b.  At  the  end  of  the  twelfth  week  of  training,  69.1%  of  TST  cadre 
indicated  that  cycle  breaks  occurred  about  right,  as  compared  to  35.8%  of 
OSUT  cadre.  Fifty-six  point  six  percent  of  the  OSUT  cadre  indicated  that 
cycle  breaks  occurred  too  late  or  way  too  late  (p<0.000). 


D1SCUSS-ION 

Trainee  Questionnaire.  It  is  clear  that  a  positive  shift  in  attitude 
occurred  for  the  TST  group  while  a  negative  shift  occurred  for  OSUT.  This 
is  shown  both  by  Tables  1  and  2.  What  is  less  clear  is  when  or  why  the 
change  occurred.  At  the  three  week  administration  point  4  questions 
significantly  favored  OSUT  and  only  2  favored  TST.  However  at  the  sixth 
week  of  training  7  questions  significantly  favored  TST  as  opposed  to  2  for 
OSUT.  Thus  the  trend  toward  more  positive  TST  attitudes  may  have  been 
established  prior  to  Phase  II.  If  so,  the  final  five  weeks  of  training  did 
nothing  to  change  the  direction  of  trainee  response;  for  bv  the  end  of 
training  there  were  18  questions  significantly  in  favor  of  TST,  and  none 
which  favored  OSUT.  If  the  trend  in  attitudes  favoring  TST  started  prior 
to  the  sixth  week,  it  not  only  continued,  but  accelerated. 

Trend  analyses  of  the  questionnaire  data  (Table  2)  indicated  that  the 
significant  differences  found  were  due  to  the  OSUT  trainees  having  less 
favorable  attitudes  over  time  while  the  TST  trainee  attitudes  became  more 
positive.  Thus  the  number  of  positive  trends  for  TST  was  four  times  that 
of  OSUT  (16  to  4)  while  the  number  of  negative  trends  for  OSUT  was  over 
three  times  that  of  TST  (12  to  4). 

The  cause  of  the  significant  differences  found  may  be  due  to  a  number 
ot  physical  and  psychological  factors.  Among  possible  explanations  could 
be  : 


a.  Psychological.  Partial  reinforcement  from  an  intermediate  goal 
state  for  TST  trainees,  that  is,  the  trainees  changing  location  know  they 
will  be  leaving  one  environment,  and  getting  to  try  something  new.  TST 
trainees,  therefore,  had  a  goal  to  anticipate  at  the  7  week  point,  whereas 
OSUT  trainees  had  only  the  ultimate  11  week  goal  of  graduation.  If  the 
break'  in  training  was  seen  as  reinforcing,  then  this  reinforcement  may 
have  contributed  to  the  improvement  in  TST  trainee  attitudes. 
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b.  £hjLsical_and  Psychological .  Trainees  at  Fort  Knox,  KY  experienced 
severe  weather  (i.e.,  very  cold)  during  the  Jan-Mar  1979  time  frame. 

Weather  at  Fort  Benning  was  more  moderate.  While  at  first  glance  the  more 
favorable  weather  at  Fort  Benning  would  have  appeared  to  lend  itself  to 
more  favorable  attitudes  on  the  part  of  OSUT  trainees,  adaptation  level  may 
have  been  of  greater  influence.  Adaptation  theory  would  suggest  that  when 
TST  trainees  moved  from  an  unfavorable  climate  (e.g.,  cold  at  Knox)  to  a 
more  favorable  one  at  Benning,  then  they  should  experience  a  positive 
attitude  change.  An  additional  indication  that  this  may  have  been  a  major 
contributor  to  trainee  attitudes  was  independently  offered  by  TCATA  test 
officers,  who  stated  that  when  they  asked  TST  trainees  at  Fort  Benning, 
"How's  everything  going?",  they  would  typically  get  the  following  response, 
"Just  fine  sir,  weather's  great!" 

From  an  attitude  measurement  standpoint  it  is  unfortunate  that  the 
test  could  not  continue  through  the  summer.  If  adaptation  level  based  on 
climate  is  one  of  the  major  determinants  of  the  trainee  attitudes  we  might 
expect  quite  different  results  when  trainees  had  to  move  to  a  relatively 
unpleasant  hot  and  humid  Fort  Benning. 

c.  Physical  Program  Differences.  TST  and  OSUT  trainees  reported 
significant  differences  in  the  amount  of  sleep  and  free  time  at  every 
questionnaire  point.  If  true  differences  in  sleep  and  free  time  existed, 
these  differences  could  have  led  to  more  positive  or  negative  ratings. 

End  of  Training  Trainee  Questionnaire.  The  end  of  training  questionnaire 
yielded  two  questions  which  showed  significant  differences  positively 
favoring  TST.  As  was  indicated  above,  the  more  favorable  responses  may 
have  been  caused  by  a  number  of  physical  and  psychological  factors.  Of 
interest  on  this  questionnaire  was  the  3rd  question  on  the  advisability  of 
keeping  the  same  instructors  throughout.  OSUT  trainees  indicated  that 
keeping  the  same  instructor  was  desirable  or  very  desirable  (73.5%)  to  a 
much  greater  extent  than  did  TST  trainees  (42.5%).  One  way  of  viewing  the 
above  is  that  the  generally  unfavorable  attitudes  held  by  OSUT  trainees  did 
not  extend  to  their  instructors.  Another  view  might  be  that  OSUT  trainees 
did  not  wish  to  chance  the  unknown.  At  any  rate  there  is  reason  to  believe 
that  instructor  cadre  can  be  changed  without  adversely  affecting  trainee 
moral . 

Cadjre  Questionnaire.  The  instructor  cadre  comprised  another  large  group  of 
individuals  surveyed  during  the  OSUT/TST  test.  Their  comments  are  of 
interest  not  only  in  providing  direct  assessments  of  the  two  training 
schemes,  but  also  in  that  cadre  comments  often  reinforced  comments  made  by 
trainees.  For  example,  the  OSUT  cadre  reported  signficantly  more  time 
spent  in  reinforcement  training  and  individual  counseling  than  did  TST 
cadre  at  both  the  seven  and  twelve  week  points.  These  findings  would 
reinforce  OSUT  trainee  comments  of  less  free  time  in  the  evenings,  and 
perhaps  also  the  reports  of  less  sleep.  In  addition,  since  there  were  two 
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contingents  of  TST  cadre  and  only  one  OSUT  cadre,  it  is  interesting  to  note 
that  less  RT  and  counseling  were  given  by  the  TST  groups  even  after  the 
change  in  TST  cadre. 

OSUT  cadre  also  seemed  less  satisfied  with  their  job  situation  than 
did  TST  cadre.  OSUT  cadre  indicated  less  freedom  to  think  and  act  for 
themselves,  a  requirement  for  strict  adherence  to  procedures  and  rules,  and 
too  long  a  training  period  between  cycle  breaks. 

Two  possibly  interrelated  explanations  seem  likely.  First,  on  the 
rules  and  S.O.P.s,  there  may  have  been  actual  differences  as  OSUT/TST 
trainees  were  assigned  within  different  battalions  at  Fort  Benning.  That 
is,  the  battalion  had  either  OSUT  or  TST  companies,  but  not  both. 

Battalion  policy  may  have  in  fact  differed,  and  caused  lower  job 
satisfaction  for  the  OSUT  cadre.  Second,  length  of  time  between  cycle 
breaks  certainly  contributed  to  lower  OSUT  cadre  morale.  TST  cadre  at  Fort 
Benning  received  trainees  in  their  7th  week  of  training,  instructed  for  6 
weeks  and  were  off  for  one.  OSUT  cadre  received  their  trainees  at  week  one 
of  training  and  went  12  weeks  before  they  got  a  break.  Cadre  answers  to 
the  question  below  were  significant  at  the  p<.0000  level,  with  OSUT  cadre 
perceiving  their  breaks  as  occurring  at  too  long  an  interval. 


Table  3.  Cadre  Response  to  Cycle  Breaks 


Cycle  Breaks  Occur 

TST 

OSUT 

Way  too  early 

.8 

4.7 

Too  early 

3.3 

2.8 

About  right 

69.  1 

35.8 

Too  late 

8.  1 

34.6 

Way  too  late 

18.7 

22.6 

It  is  of  interest  that  OSUT  instructors  indicated  more  satisfactory 
relationships  with  trainees  at  the  six  week  point  than  did  TST  cadre. 
However,  the  finding  of  better  trainee/cadre  relationships  for  OSUT  did  not 
continue  throughout  training.  In  fact,  as  Table  4  shows,  by  the  12th  week 
of  training  differences  had  disappeared  and  cadre  reported  relationships 
were  virtually  identical.  A  possible  explanation  for  early  OSUT  reports  of 
more  satisfactory  relationships  could  be  in  terms  of  commitment.  OSUT 
cadre  knew  that  they  would  have  the  same  group  of  trainees  for  an 
additional  six  week  period  of  time  whereas  TST  trainees  were  about  to 
depart  for  Fort  Benning  and  phasp  II.  Therefore  OSUT  cadre  may  have  felt  a 
stronger  need  to  show  a  satisfactory  relationship  at  this  point. 
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Table  4.  Cadre  Perceptions  of  Cadre/Trainee  Relationships 
after  6  and  12  weeks  of  Training 


7th 

Week 

12th 

Week 

TST 

OSUT 

TST 

OSUT 

Very  satisfactory 

22.0 

32.8 

42.9 

42.9 

Satisfactory 

65.2 

64.0 

52. 

52.4 

Borderline 

9.8 

3.2 

4.8 

2.9 

Unsatisfactory 

1.5 

0.0 

0.0 

1.9 

Very  Unsatisfactory 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Possible  Areas  of  Future  Research.  it  is  not  yet  clear  what  effects 
OSUT/TST  trainee  attitudes  have  on  later  job  performance.  If  improved 
trainee  attitudes  in  basic  training  can  be  shown  to  be  predictive  of  better 
performance  in  later  Army  life  (i.e.,  continued  better  attitudes,  fewer 
article  15s  and  courtmartials  ,  better  retention  rates,  etc.),  then  the  Army 
may  want  to  consider  more  extensive  studies  into  ways  to  positively 
influence  attitudes  of  basic  trainees. 

An  example  of  possibly  fruitful  future  research  would  he  adaptation 
level  changes  of  a  negative  to  positive  nature.  For  example,  if  going  from 
an  unfavorable  climate  to  a  more  favorable  one  causes  a  positive  attitude 
shift,  then  perhaps  trainees  who  start  their  1ET  in  the  north  during  the 
winter  months  could  be  shifted  to  a  more  favorable  southern  climate. 
Conversely,  during  the  summer  months,  basic  trainees  who  start  in  the  south 
might  finish  IET  in  the  north.  In  both  cases  it  is  hypothesized  that  the 
change  in  weather  conditions  would  lead  to  an  improvement  in  trainees’ 
attitudes . 

The  above  experiment  could  only  occur  if  the  Army  reverts  to  TST.  If 
OSUT  remains  as  the  standard  Army  policy,  then  similar  negative  to  positive 
changes  might  occur  on  the  same  post.  For  example,  trainees  who  initially 
live  in  older  barracks  might  move  to  newer  ones;  go  from  older  mess  halls 
to  newer  ones;  have  less  sleep  and  free  time  early  in  their  training,  and 
more  later  on,  etc.  Whether  OSUT  or  TST  is  used  for  IKT  the  influence  on 
trainee  attitudes  of  abrupt  positive  changes  in  trainee  adaptation  level 
appears  warranted. 


CONCLUSION 

In  conclusion,  trainees  trained  at  two  stations  had  increasingly  more 
positive  attitudes  than  trainees  trained  at  one  station.  More  research 
into  how  to  improve  trainee  attitudes  and  the  effects  of  improved  attitudes 
on  later  job  performance  is  needed. 
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Appendix  A 

OSUT/TST  Attitude  Questionnaires 


A-l 


OSUT/TST  THIRTr-ONE  ITEM  TRAINEE  ATTITUDE  QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Table  A-3  (Cont'd) 


Satisfactory  65 . ?  64.0 
Borderline  9.8  32 
Unsatisfactory  I  5  0.0 
Very  unsatisfactory  1.5  0.0 


About  right  22. 9  20.2  21.2  25.5 
loo  low  17.6  16.9  26.4  16.0 
Much  too  1 un  16.3  12.9  4.0  7.5 


Appendix  B 
Statistical  Analyses 


B-l 


TABLE  B-l 


TRAINEE  ATTITUDE  QUESTIONNAIRE  ANALYSES 
Thirty-one  Item  Questionnaire 
(p  values) 


Question  # 

3d  Week 

OSUT/TST  Com£arisons 
6th  Week 

1 1 th  Week 

Trend  Analysis 
OSUT  TST 

*1 

.1032 

.0522 

.8250 

.0052 

.0025 

2 

.  5558 

.0918 

.0311 

.0001 

.0000 

3 

.2033 

.  5446 

.1884 

.0000 

.0000 

4 

.7943 

.4877 

.8671 

.0511 

.1129 

5 

.  3297 

.1445 

.3050 

.0000 

.0247 

6 

.3539 

.4141 

.0895 

.0378 

.4112 

7 

.  7790 

.1823 

.5416 

.7808 

.0562 

8 

.8781 

.0810 

.8129 

.1529 

.0106 

9 

.0673 

.0055 

.0005 

.0001 

.5404 

10 

.0492 

.0200 

.1513 

.0000 

.0005 

11 

.0994 

.0994 

.0327 

.0067 

.0372 

12 

.1642 

.7845 

.0000 

.0000 

.2070 

13 

.8607 

.9904 

.4917 

.0006 

.2511 

14 

.4612 

.6527 

.0007 

.0021 

.2081 

15 

.1111 

.2490 

.0369 

.0000 

.0000 

16 

.7495 

.2963 

.0000 

.0000 

.2912 

17 

.0379 

.0047 

.0000 

.0000 

.0355 

*18 

.0000 

.0069 

.0015 

.0000 

.0000 

19 

.0056 

.7651 

.0000 

.2769 

.0000 

*20 

.0929 

.5574 

.0060 

.0456 

.0000 

21 

.5991 

.2746 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

22 

.4547 

.5461 

.0002 

.0071 

.0210 

23 

.0537 

.1845 

.1208 

.5887 

.0002 

24 

.2165 

.0129 

.0001 

.5460 

.0002 

25 

.6661 

.4141 

.0012 

.2365 

.0918 

26 

.0139 

.0014 

.0028 

.0000 

.1865 

27 

.3219 

.0471 

.2189 

.0361 

.1866 

28 

.7613 

.2349 

.0030 

.1366 

.0694 

29 

.4461 

.0005 

.2827 

.0000 

.0000 

30 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

31 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0102 

.0000 

‘Questions  eliminated  from  discussion 
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TABLE  B-2 

TRAINEE  ATTITUDE  QUESTIONNAIRE  ANALYSES 
Seven  Item  Questionnaire 
(p  values) 


Question  // 


1  .0029 

2  . 0002 

3  . 0000 

4  .1213 

5  .8889 

6  .8279 

7  .3488 


TABLE  B-3 

CADRE  ATTITUDE  QUESTIONNAIRE  ANALYSES 
(p  values) 

Question  #  _  OSUT/TST  Comparisons _  Trend  Analysis 


Phase  1 

Phase  2 

TST 

_ OSUT 

1 

.0036 

.3748 

.0029 

.9176 

2 

.5674 

.0801 

.17  40 

.7294 

3 

.3401 

.7263 

.3340 

.7590 

4 

.0021 

.0000 

.0945 

.4916 

5 

.3448 

.1117 

.2972 

.3447 

6 

.0107 

.0379 

.2830 

.0805 

7 

.1288 

.2192 

.3325 

.0544 

8 

.5123 

.6455 

.0244 

.3853 

9 

.0282 

.4020 

.0023 

.1538 

10 

.4476 

.4433 

.8294 

.8600 

11 

.2886 

.2769 

.1396 

.9459 

12 

.094  7 

.1857 

.0058 

.8453 

13 

.9486 

.0038 

.2760 

.1792 

14 

.6237 

.2548 

.0215 

.6728 

15 

.3569 

.2244 

.2141 

.2706 

16 

.4009 

.1403 

.3945 

.4649 

17 

.0898 

.0214 

.5859 

.4289 

18 

.5076 

.  7737 

.4565 

.4937 

19 

.0612 

.0000 

.1416 

.2739 
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